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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
STEPHEN V. CROUSE,
)
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
______________________________)

NO. 45479
ONEIDA COUNTY NO. CR 2016-429

APPELLANT'S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Stephen V. Crouse appeals from his judgment of conviction for aggravated assault,
misdemeanor domestic violence, resisting and obstructing, and interfering with a 911 call.
Mr. Crouse pleaded guilty and the district court imposed a sentence of ten years, with two year
fixed, for the aggravated assault charge, and 6 months for the domestic violence charge, and one
year each for resisting and obstructing and interfering with a 911 call, with the sentences to run
concurrent. Mr. Crouse appeals, and he asserts that the district court abused its discretion by
imposing an excessive sentence on the aggravated assault charge.
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Statement of the Facts & Course of Proceedings
On November 4, 2016, Geana Crouse contacted the local sheriff’s office to report a
domestic fight between herself and Mr. Crouse. (Presentence Investigation Report (hereinafter,
PSI), p.3.) When officers responded to the residence, Mr. Crouse stated that he and his wife had
an argument but denied that it was physical. (PSI, p.3.) Mr. Crouse fled after further questions
from the officers. (PSI, p.3.)
Later that evening Mr. and Mrs. Crouse were seen at a convenience store and were
stopped. (PSI, p.4.) An officer and Mr. Crouse eventually began fighting, and Mr. Crouse was
tazed. (PSI, p.4.) According to the officer, Mr. Crouse eventually grabbed him by the throat.
(PSI, p.4.) Mr. Crouse was arrested and a search revealed marijuana pipes that tested positive for
THC. (PSI, p.4.)
Mr. Crouse was charged with the felony offenses of aggravated assault on a law
enforcement officer, two counts of battery on a police officer, attempted strangulation, and
domestic battery, and the misdemeanor offenses of injury to children, two counts of resisting and
obstructing an officer, possession of marijuana, and possession of drug paraphernalia. (R., p.54.)
He was subsequently charged with interfering with a 911 call. (R., p.91.) He pleaded guilty to
aggravated assault on a law enforcement officer, misdemeanor domestic battery, misdemeanor
resisting and obstructing, and misdemeanor interfering with a 911 call. (R., p.94.) The district
court imposed a sentence of ten years, with two year fixed, for the aggravated assault charge, and
6 months for the domestic violence charge, and one year each for resisting and obstructing and
interfering with a 911 call, with the sentences to run concurrent. (R., p.121.) Mr. Crouse
appealed. (R., p.126.)
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ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it imposed a unified sentence of ten years, with
two years fixed, upon Mr. Crouse following his plea of guilty to aggravated assault ?

ARGUMENT
I.
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Imposed A Unified Sentence Of Ten Years,
With Two Years Fixed, Upon Mr. Crouse Following His Plea Of Guilty To Aggravated Assault
“It is well-established that ‘[w]here a sentence is within statutory limits, an appellant has
the burden of showing a clear abuse of discretion on the part of the court imposing the
sentence.’” State v. Pierce, 150 Idaho 1, 5 (2010) (quoting State v. Jackson, 130 Idaho 293, 294
(1997) (alteration in original)). Here, Mr. Crouse’s sentence does not exceed the statutory
maximum. Accordingly, to show that the sentence imposed was unreasonable, Mr. Crouse “must
show that the sentence, in light of the governing criteria, is excessive under any reasonable view
of the facts.” State v. Strand, 137 Idaho 457, 460 (2002).
“‘Reasonableness’ of a sentence implies that a term of confinement should be tailored to
the purpose for which the sentence is imposed.” State v. Adamcik, 152 Idaho 445, 483 (2012)
(quoting State v. Stevens, 146 Idaho 139, 148 (2008)).
In examining the reasonableness of a sentence, the Court conducts an independent
review of the entire record available to the trial court at sentencing, focusing on
the objectives of criminal punishment: (1) protection of society; (2) deterrence of
the individual and the public; (3) possibility of rehabilitation; and (4) punishment
or retribution for wrongdoing.
Stevens, 146 Idaho at 148.

“A sentence is reasonable if it appears necessary to

accomplish the primary objective of protecting society and to achieve any or all of the related
goals of deterrence, rehabilitation, or retribution.” State v. Delling, 152 Idaho 122, 132 (2011).
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When asked about the instant offenses, Mr. Crouse stated, “I had an argument with my
wife that escalated to me driving aggressively through town and to her parents’ house where I
ran from the cops. Later we got pulled over and I got tazed and pulled out of the car. I resisted
arrest and fought off the police. I didn’t want to go back to jail ever again. I want a better life
away from my past.” (PSI, p.5.) At the time of the offenses, Mr. Crouse was wanted on a
warrant out of Colorado. (PSI, p.5.)
At the sentencing hearing, Mr. Crouse acknowledged that he had made poor decision in
the past. He addressed the district court, stating:
I have made some bad decisions in my life. I definitely have an anger
management problem. I don’t think that sending me to prison here for ten years
and then going back to Colorado for ten or 15 more years is going to fix an anger
problem.
I know that it’s definitely in some people’s eyes going to keep the community
safe, if that’s really the issue at hand. I don’t believe that it is. I’ve got a great
work history. I could go back to any job that I’ve ever had be hired back
immediately and like by everyone that I work for and work around. I’m not this
crazy, mad person that everybody keeps accusing me of and saying that I am.
I’ve definitely done some things wrong, and I’ve continued to make bad choices
in my life. But that doesn’t mean that I’m a bad person. I just need the chance to
try and better my life and try and do things. Even while I’m sitting in jail, I do the
best that I can. I try to work with the younger guys and try to talk to them and try
and get them to make better decisions in their lives. And for the most part, people
do look up to me. And the younger guys do take my words of wisdom and words
of advice.
(Sent. Tr., p.19, L.15 – p.20, L.13.)
Further, Mr. Crouse hoped to benefit from some programs while incarcerated. He noted
that Colorado had a TC program and “I’m able to get into some of the programs I could use and
benefit my life from.” (Sent. Tr., p.21, Ls.3-22.) He stated, “I am looking forward to changing
my life. I’m 34 years old. That doesn’t mean that I can’t change and don’t want to change. I do.
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I’ve got family, I’ve got support, I’ve got children, people who love me and care about me and
that want to see me do better. And I want to do better for them.” (Sent. Tr., p.21, Ls.10-18.)
Considering that Mr. Crouse recognized that he had made poor decisions, that he had a
family that supported him, and wanted to make positive changes in his life, Mr. Crouse submits
that the district court abused its discretion by imposing an excessive sentence.

CONCLUSION
Mr. Crouse respectfully requests that this Court reduce his sentence as it deems
appropriate. Alternatively, he requests that his case be remanded to the district court for a new
sentencing hearing.
DATED this 20th day of July, 2018.

/s/ Justin M. Curtis
JUSTIN M. CURTIS
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 20th day of July, 2018, I served a true and correct copy
of the foregoing APPELLANT’S BRIEF, electronically as follows:
KENNETH K JORGENSEN
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
CRIMINAL DIVISION
Delivered via e-mail to: ecf@ag.idaho.gov

/s/ Evan A. Smith
EVAN A. SMITH
Administrative Assistant
JMC/eas
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